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T-he CHAIRM/JJ (tJnion of Soviet Socialist Republics) ( translation from 
Russian) t I declare open the tvo hundred and first meeting of the Conference of the 
Eighteen-Nation Committee on DiBarmament. 

Mro LUKiiNOV (Bulgaria) (translation f rom Russian )^ Permit me first of all 
to give a cordial \gelcome to our colleagues ' the Deputy Minister for Foreign Affairs 
of Czechoslovakia, Jfro Kurka, and the representative of Poland, Mr. Lobodycz, and to 
tell them that we highly appreciate their useful participation in our work. 

I doubt whether there is any other question relating to disarmament on which 
unanimity has been expressed so clearly in numerous resblutionis of the United Nations 
and in statements by the most responsible leading statesmen, as on the question of 
stopping the further spread of nuclear weapons o This gives us reason to hope that 
the Comrndttee will be able at this session to achieve concrete, positive results in 
this regard o 

'Jhe question of stopping the further spread of nuclear weapons has the following 
peculiarity in comparison with all the other measures which are the subject of our 
discussions; if we do not succeed now or in the immediate future in achieving 
progress in regard to other collateral measures, we can continue our efforts, and 
probably sooner or later we shall achieve concrete results in respect of some of 
these measures. But if we fail to achieve progress now or in the immediate future 
on the question of preventing the spread of nuclear weapons, we shall risk setting 
back the prospects of successful negotiations not only on this question but also on 
the question of disaimament in general. 

In other words, the absence of an agreement on the non-dissemination of nuclear 
weapons will not only hamper but may even block for an indefinite period the 
negotiations on general and complete disarmament o This characteristic of the question 
of the non-'-dis semination of nuclear weapons determines its urgency and its extreme 
i.rportanceo At the same time it emphasizes with particular force the necessity of 
not taking actions likely to complicate the solution of this problem, of not taking 
measures which would not only make the negotiations more difficult but which would 
deprive in advance a possible agreement of any practical value c The Bulgarian 
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( Mr. Lukanov, Bulgaria ) 

delegation wishes to emphasize the heavy responsibility of States and governments 
i^hich at the present time are taking actions and steps that inevitably bar the way 
to an agreement on the non-dissemination of nuclear weapons o 

It must be admitted that we find ourselves in what I would call a paradoxical 
situationo /ill delegations recognize the need to find as quickly as possible a 
solution to the question of non-dissemination 5 moreover^ the most responsible 
statesmen recognize the great danger of a further spread of nuclear weapons and 
stress the urgent need to bar the way to nuclear contagion^ lastly^ as I have 
already em^phasized^ the United Nations has several times unanimously appealed for 
urgent measures to be taken in this regard. Nevertheless c, the Eighteen^-Nation 
Committee on Disarmament is still not in a position to begin the practical 
preparation of such an agreement as would close all paths to nuclear weapons for 
States not yet possessing them<, 

The logical question arises^ why is this so? 

It should be noted that a careful study of the statements made by the delegations 
of the Western countries and^ in particular^ the statement by the United States 
delegation at the 195th meeting of the Committee^ as well as Mr. Timberlake's remarks 
at the 199th meetings is, I regret to say, unlikely to make us particularly optimistic c 
Judging by those statements, one can draw the conclusion that the Western Powers are 
not prepared to eliminate the only obstacle which is really blocking an agreement on 
this question at the present time — an obstacle which threatens to nullify all the 
efforts, everything positive achieved so far in the work of bringing the positions of 
the sides closer together o 

VJhat in fact does the- position of the Western countries boil down to on the 
question of the non-^dissemination of nuclear weapons? Actually this position boils . 
down to the following extremely odd opinion<, They agree that the granting of control 
or possession of nuclear weapons to non-nuclear Powers would be dangerous and 
undesirable; they agree that an international agreement should be concluded. But 
they do not agree to renounce the commitments which they have undertaken in regard to 
certain of their allies 5 that is, the Western countries do not agree that the general 
rules governing the non-»dissemination of nuclear weapons should be compulsory for the 
N/iTO military and political bloco Consequently nothing remains for all the other 
countries but to accept yet another fait accompli and put up with ito 
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( I^Ito Lulcanov, Bulgaria ) 



Such a situation cannot fail to arouse di>s quiet among those ^ho are sincerely 
striving to prevent the spread of the nuclear disease on such a scale as i^ould 
transform it into a world-vide epidemic. L policy of fait s accompl is has always been 
a dangerous oneo In any case^ if such a policy is followed in regard to disarmament 
negotiations in general^, and ^n regard to negotiations on the question of the non- 
dissemination of nuclear weapons in. particular^ the prospects for our work cannot be 
other than glooxnyo 

The most recent events confirm once again the indisputable truth that the question 
of the non-dissemination of nuclear weapons and the grave danger inherent in the spread 
of these weapons cannot be discussed in an abstract way: that is<> without taking into 
consideration a number of concrete facts of international reality which have a direct 
bearing on this question* Therefore we cannot agree with the assertion of some that 
remarks concerning the only real obstacle standing in the way of an agreement on the 
non-dissemination of nuclear weapons have no connexion with our discussion and are 
likely to hinder a successful outcome to our negotiations c 

It is no secret to members of this Committee^ or to anyone outside these walls, 
where the real danger now lies of creating insuperable obstacles in the way of an 
agreement on the question of the non-dissemination of nuclear weapons o It lies in 
the plan to create a NiJ?0 multilateral nuclear force. Incidentally ^ it seems that 
this name could and should have been made more precise long ago;^ it simply relates to 
a "United States/Federal Republic of Germany'^ nuclear force ™ that is^ the granting to 
Western Germany of control over nuclear weapons with all the dangerous consequences 
entailed thereby for the cause of disarmament and peace throughout the world. 

The Bulgarian delegation considers that the facts contained in the Note addressed 
by the Government of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on 11 July (ENDC/137) 
deserve the closest attention of the members of our Committee o It can only be regretted 
that the warnings about the grave danger connected with the creation of the "United 
States/Federal Republic of Germany" nuclear force have so far been ignored by the 
United States Governments The facts set forth in the Soviet Government's Note show 
that events are taking an extremely dangerous course o Everything possible is being 
done to get the creation of the NiJ'O multilateral nuclear force beyond the phase of 
planning and negotiations so as to reach the phase of practical implementation as 
quickly as possible o 



EI\TDC/PVo201 



il:k^i^JsMA91.2^3j^M^^ ) 



In the light of thevse facts ^ vhat value can be attached to the statements of the 
West about good intentions or to the appeals to hasten the conclusion of an agreement 
to stop the further spread of nuclear -weapons? We all agree that it is necessary to 
hasten; but \}e must also agree that it is necessary to hasten in the right direction; 
tovfards an effective stopping of dissemination-, and not to-^/jards the actual dissemination 
of nuclear weapons accompanied merely by appeals for the conclusion of an agreement o 

In this regard, the Bulgarian delegation has studied \jith interest and due 
attention the statement made by the United Kingdom representative at the meeting of 
the Committee held on 2 July^ We must say quite frankly that we were uiiable fully to 
grasp Sir Paul Mason ^s logic ^^;hen at bhe same meeting he said"^ 

^^'Even were ..o misgivings about the multilateral force well founded — 
whichj of cour-se^ they are not — ^ surely that is an argument for pressing 
on with the early conclusion of a non-dissemination agreement rather than 
for hanging back.^' (M5SAl451^-.^2l) 
The United Kingdom representative added; 

"Once we have 'reached agreement on the subject of non-dissemination^ ••o 
surely it is .clear that any subsequent arrangements which we in N/J'O may 
arrive at for our mutual defence would have to be in conformity with the 
agreement on non-dissemination'o " (ibXdoJ 

If one accepts without reservation this statem_ent that the misgivings about the . 
creation of the N;.T0 multilateral force are unfounded, it seem.s that Sir Paul Mason is 
appealing for haste in order to outstrip certain events o We are being asked to 
participate in a kind of sprinting com.petitionc As a guarantee that we — that is^ 
all those who are interested in achieving an effective agreement on the prevention of 
dissemination — shall win the competition^ the United Kingdom representative points 
to the fact that "the United Kingdom has not yet decided to join the multilateral force^ 
(ibi.do.). Obviously, if we have understood Sir Paul Mason's thought correctly, the 
United Kingdom will not join this force if it is convinced that that would mean the 
dissemination of nuclear weapons or, to be more precise, making nuclear weapons 
available to Western Germanyo But, as Sir Paul Mason pointed out, the United Kingdom 
believes a^MlSLi "^^^'^^ "th© misgivings in this regard are unfoundedo Moreover, Sir Paul 
Mason spoke about "subsequent agreements which we in N/J'O may arrive at for our mutual 
defence" (iJbid o,) o What "subsequent agreements" are concerned? 
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Judging by the statements of I^fro Foster and Mto Tiffiberlal^e^ the United States 
adheres to the Yle\^ that the multilateral nuclear force is necessary for the defence 
purposes of the North Atlantic Pact^, and that demands for the renunciation of this 
force are an encroachment upon the ^'defence'^ arrangem.ents of NiiTOo Consequently ^ it 
is obvious that the United States and certain of its allies consider the multilateral 
nuclear force already a falWc^omDl^^ or at least they consider its creation 
inevitable 5 and in that case the arguments put forvjard in support of the vievj that 
this does not m.ean the dissemination of nuclear -weapons are merely aimed at what is 
called "shifting the blame from the guilty to the innocent^o 

We should like to point out that the statements made by responsible United 
Kingdom leaders according to vjhose opinion the United Kingdomx has not undertaken any 
commitments, regarding possible participation in the multilateral force are in 
themselves encouraging o These statements bear lAjitness to certain fears -which^ as is 
\^ell knovn^ are shared by a number of other European and non^-European States members 
of NATO;, as well as by influential political circles in the United Kingdom and in 
other countries o The aforesaid States members of NiJO and political circles have 
expressed themselves against the creation of a m.ultilateral nuclear f orce^^ and do not 
in any case believe that the absence of such a force constitutes any threat to their 
security c Rather they see such a threat precisely in the creation of this force^ and 
particularly in the possibilities which such an action will open up for giving access 
to nuclear weapons to the West German revenge-^seekers and militarists o 

The expression which I have just used^ ^'West German revenge-seekers and 
militarists"^ compels me to open a parenthesis and tell those Vfestern colleagues who 
ask us to look "through their eyes" — or rather^ to pretend that we see in Western 
Germany only innocent angels — that no one invented either the West German Minister 
Mr* Seebohmx or his territorial claims regarding Czechoslovakia o /uiother actual fact 
is the denial by Bonn according to which the Bonn Government has no territorial claixms 
on Czechoslovakia cut demands the re--establishment of. the German frontiers of 1937 '^"- 
that is, it lays, claim to Soviet and Polish territories o Lastly^ no one invented the 
report and article by Rear- admiral Heye^ who as parliamentary inspector of the 
B undeswehr has brought out into the daylight the truth about the resurrection of the 
old spirit — that is^ the Teutonic and Hitlerite spirit — in the arm^^ of present^-day 
Western Germany o Without citing other facts ^ I will close the parenthesis and leave it 
to the defenders themiselves of the aforesaid West Germans to qualify these facts. 
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At the beginning of 1964^ x/lien we resumed our work; wishes were voiced and 
confidence was expressed by many delegations that the Eighteen'-^Nation Committee 
would be able to achieve substantial results along the path paved by the Moscow 
Treaty (EKDC/lOO/ReVol) o There is no doubt that the problem x^fhich has become ripe 
for solution ~ the solution of which is literally knocking at our door ~ is that 
of stopping the dissemination of nuclear weapons o It is absolutely necessary that 
all the countries concerned should make the utmost efforts to seek for a solution 
to this problem.^ The delegations of the Vfestern countries often appeal for a 
realistic approach to problems o But everyone who has a realistic approach to the 
problem of non-dissemination is bound to accept as indisputable the following 
propositions; v/hich are of essential importance for the solution of this problemo 
First; an agreement on the non-dissemination of nuclear weapons must contain 
provisions v/hich preclude any possibility of non-nuclear Pov/ers gaining possession 
or control of nuclear weapons c 

In this regard it seems to us that certain delegations are again having recourse 
to a peculiar interpretation of the ^^/ell-known Irish resolution^ and in any case 
they very .carefully avoid quoting one part; or; more precisely; one phrase of the 
operative part of that resolutions namely, that an international agreement on the 
non-dissemination of nuclear weapons should contain - 

"..o provisions imder which States not possessing nuclear weapons would 
undertake not to manufacture or otherwise acquire control of such 
weapons" (a/RES/1665 (XVI) 

In his statement in the First Committee of the United Nations General Assembly 
on 30 November 1961; the Minister for External Affairs of Ireland; V^r . Aiken; in 
connexion with the adoption of the draft resolution proposed by him; stated s 
"I should like to point out that .o. the nuclear Powers ••• have 
abided by the spirit of the resolutions /adopted at the fifteenth 
session of the General Assembly/ and have not. traJisferred control of 
nuclear weapons to non-nuclear States .> It is well knovm that some of 
the nuclear States have been under pressure to give nuclear weapons to 
their non-nuclear allies o And for their successful resistance I warmly 
congratulate, them .•." (A/C cl/PVol208, pp^ 46, U7) 
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Secondly, there exists pressiire^ a definite and open striving by one of the 
NATO allies of the United States to obtain control over nuclear weapons o In this 
regard numerous facts have been cited which have not been and cannot be refuted. 
The desire of Bonn to obtain control over nuclear v/eapons is not denied by the 
Western Powers themselves, which assure us that the creation of the NATO 
multilateral nuclear force is allegedly the only way of resisting pressiore by the 
"Federal Republic of Germany to equip the Bu ndeswehr with its own nuclear weapons o 

Thirdly, the creation of the so-called NATO multilateral nuclear force, 
irrespective of how it was originally planned, will mean in practice the creation 
of a '^United States/Federal Republic of Germany ^^ nuclear force* 

Fourthly, the creation of a multilateral nuclear force is a first but a sure 
step along the road to the dissemination of nuclear weapons * 

In confirmation of this, numerous facts have been cited which have not been, 
and also cannot be, refuted o Allow me to recall the opinion of a competent 
Western specialist, expressed at a time when the plans to set up the multilateral 
nuclear force were still in embryo o Albert Wohlstetter vo'ote in the United States 
review Foreign Affairs; i 

^^In many indirect as well as direct ways « , • the NATO strike force 
seems more likely to be a step along the way to diffusion than a means 
to inhibit ito Both its military and its political worth exe more than 
doubtful o " ( Foreigtn Affairs, Volo39, No, 3. p.377 ) 

How the multilateral nuclear force is looked upon in Western Germany itself 
is also well knovm* It is ^^rorth while to refer to the point of view of the 
^fi.nister of Defence of the Federal Republic, Mr, von Hassel, which was expressed 
in the United States review Foreign Aff airs, Commenting on the ^h-dse" decision- 
to set up the miiltilateral nuclear force, }%?<> von Hassel stated :5 

'^The decisive aspect of the project for a Multilateral Force is the 
chance which it offers to m.ake the use of nuclear v/eapons a common 
Allied responsibility o. This objective may be remote at present. 
But the negotiations indicate wider possibilities of political and 
military co-operation within the Alliance," ( ibid,^ Volo42.) Noo2 5 
P0I88 ) 
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This statement by Mto von Hassel is in itself sufficiently clear and requires 
no coiranent. But it becomes clearer still if we compare it with a document such 
as the well-known Bimdeswehr memorandiHn of 20 August I960, and with another 
statement by the same Mr. von Hassel which appeared in the pages of the German 
newspaper . Frankfurter All^emeine :: 

"From the moment the multilateral force becomes a really important military 
v/eapon^ it is essential to demand of the Americans that they renounce the 
right of vetoo In order to use the force at the military and political 
level, it. is necessary to accept as the basis the principle that decisions 
will be taken hj a majority voteo" 

That the political and military leaders of Bonn know how to insist on and 
obtain step by step T.>7hat they are striving for seems to us. to be clear to everyone. 
The Government of the Federal Republic of Germany has succeeded in securing the 
removal one after another of a num.ber of restrictions placed upon the armed forces 
of Western Germany by the Paris Agreements of 1954-0 I^« von Hassel is already 
saying nov/, before the multilateral force has been created, that it is necessary 
to demand of the Americans equality in decisions concerning the use of the nuclear 
weapons of NATOo Can it be doubted that this will lead, step by step, to the 
Bundeswehr having direct control and its own nuclear v/eapons? As was pointed out 
in the Soviet Government's Note of 11 Julys 

''It is not difficult to see how illusory are the hopes of those who believe - 
that the creation of the NATO multilateral force would be the, 'last' 
concession to West German militarists and revenge-seekers <>" (E NDG/1379 p^2 ) 
Fifthly, it is impossible to combine the creation of the NATO multilateral 
nuclear force with the solution of the problem of the non-dissemination of nuclear 
weapons 5 it is impossible to solve the problem of the non-dissemination of these 
weapons without putting an end to the plan to create a multilateral nuclear force o 
As the representative of Nigeria, Vir . Obi, pointed out on 19 Marchs 

"♦♦♦ in any case the creation of the multilateral .nuclear force would 
certainly result in the proliferation of nuclear armaments •••" 
( ENDC/PVol76, p. 15 ) 
The representative of the United Arab Republic, speaking at our meeting of 9 April 
on the subject of the multilateral nuclear force and the non-dissemination of 
nuclear weapons stated for his parts 
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"o^t but whatever cotjIgI .be the reasons ^ whether political or strategic^ 
we feel that the best way to ensure peace and security in our v/orld is to 
prevent any accessibility to nuclea-r v/eapons and therej?ore avoid 
complicating further^ the already complex task of reaching any agreement 
on disarmam.entJ» ( EIvT)C/PVo182, p. 8 ) 

At the present time the peoples and governments are faced vdth a very crucial 
questions are the Governments of the nuclear Powers prepared to conclude an 
agreement on the non-dissemination of nuclear weapons which would really close all 
channels and possibilities for the further dissemination of these weapons? 

The position of the Government of the Soviet Union v/as set forth with the 
utmost clarity at our meeting of 2 July^ I venture to remind you of the statement 
made by the representative of the Soviet Unions 

»'If the Western Powers are really anxious for a positive solution of 
the problem of the dissemination of nuclear weapons^ we are prepared to 
negotiate on this problem without putting forward arjy preliminary 
conditions ♦ However^ from the very beginning there must be mutual 
understanding between 'us on the main things that our common aim is to 
conclude such an agreement on the non-^dis semination of .nuclear weapons as 
woi;ld preclude any possibility for their dissemination, and would close 
every loop-hole of access to these weapons to those whd do not now possess 
them, but are striving at all costs to gain direct or at least indirect 
access to them, either by establishing their own national control over 
nuclear weapons or by participating v/ithin the framework of military 
alliances in the possession, disposal, and control of nuclear weapons J' 
( EI^G/PVol95> Pol5 ) 

The Bulgarian delegation believes that this approach of the Soviet Union to 
the solution of one of the most acute international problems of today is not only 
realistic but the only approach likely to ensure the success of the negotiations on 
the question of the non-dissemination of nuclear weapons. As has also been pointed 
out by other delegations, any action v/hich would lead to a change in the existing 
situation in regard to nuclear x/eapons would confront the world v/ith a new situation 
and would result in yet another great opportunity being missed and would place all of 
us, nuclear and non-nuclear, small and great Powers, in a situation from v/hich there 
might be, no return o 
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The delegation of the People ^s Republic of Bulgaria is conviriGed that it is 
not yet too late to eliminate the obstacles preventing the solution of the problem 
of the non-dissem_ination of nuclear weapons^ that it is not yet too late for the 
Western nuclear Powers, bearing in mind the great responsibility they face, to 
refrain from actions and stops that are likely to complicate and even render 
doubtful the success of the disarmam_ent negotiations o 

The problem, which we are discussing affects the vital interests of all countries 
and all peoples* Consequently efforts must be made by all countries and all 
governments, and in the first place, of course, by all the countries represented in 
the Committee on Disarmament o 

As was stated in the Soviet Governm.ent ' s Note of 11 July^ 
''On this mavtter •«.• there are only two possible positions which must be 
clearly distinguished from one another — either actively to follow the 
principle of preventing the dissemination of nuclear weapons in any form 
or to take the course of making these weapons available to other States, 
and. then the question of the form and the m_anner in which they are made 
available has no serious significance o But those who take the second 
course would inevita^bly have to reckon with the dangerous consequences 
to which this might lead for the cause of peace and, not least, for 
themselves e'' ( ErDC/1375 PP-> 3, U ) 

It only remains to hope that the. responsible lea^ders of the West will consider 
with due attention and a sense of responsibility the warnings not only of the 
socialist countries but of the peoples of the whole world, including public opinion 
in their own countries o 

M r o GOI'^iEZ R OBLEDO (Mexico) ( translation from Spanish) % First of all, m;T 
delegation wishes to associate itself with the others in extending a hearty welcome 
to }^. Thomas of the United Kingdom, Mto Lobodycz of Poland, and Mc. Kurka of 
Czechoslovakia, who have rejoined us todays 

The subject before us today -•-• non-dissemination of nuclear weapons — - is one 
x^/hich the Mexican delegation has very much at heart • The firm position which the 
Ifexican Government has invariably taken in this question is well known to the whole 
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world, and v/e feel that tMs meeting is a stdtable occasion to repeat it, 
particularly as certain very recent events and reactions involving the major nuclear 
Powers render the problem, even more acute than it has been for the last twenty years, 
since the beginning of what is commonly known as the atomic erao 

We are on the eve o:^ the nineteenth anniversary or that fateful day — 
6 August 1945' -- when the first atomic bomb wiped- out in an instant 300,000 human 
beings in the Hiroshima area, of whom 60,000 were literally burnt to deatn, the 
remainder dying in the subsequent conflagration or through the contamination of 
radioactive fallout. And that horrible slaughter, the memory of which still fills 
us with horror and consternation, was caused by a bomb of a mere 20 kilotons — a 
baby bomb, as it were, compared with those manufactured later as atomic fission and 
fusion procedures were perfected o 

It would certainly be utopican to want to put the clock back to the pre-atomic 
eraj it would not even be desirable, for the nuclear energy which was finally 
liberated by hujnan ingenuity will one day, when applied to peaceful uses, be the 
driving force of human progress ™ according to the e:'Cperts the only one on which 
mankind can rely in the not too distant future • VJhile reserves of minerals and 
hydrocarbons, including those under the ocean bed, vdll according to some authorities 
last at the most seventy years, reserves of fissionable materials appear to be 
sufficient to meet energy demands for several hundreds of thousands of years o 

Our task is not to cancel out this formidable invention, which like all its 
fellovrs is irreversible, but to diannel it along the path of welfare and progress — 
the only path which truly deserves that nam.e — blocking the other path of 
destruction or, more precisely, annihilation* This will not come about until the 
manufacture and use of nuclear vreapons are absolutely outlawed f hence v/e gladly 
endorse the v/ords in which the Filnister of Foreign Affairs of Sweden replied on 
16 February 1962 to the enquiry made by the Secretary-General of the United Nations 
in compliance with resolution A/RES/166>4 (XVl)r: 

"The ultimate goal should obviously bo to free the whole x-zorld from 

nuclear weapons c The Swedish Government would v/ith the greatest 

satisfaction welcome a universal agreem^ent which v/ould effectivplv ban 

nuclear v/eapons and prevent their manufacture, stockpiling and usoo" 

( DC/20l/Add.2, p>69 ) 
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Not only the non-aligned Powers but also the major nuclear Powers .ga,ve 
substantially identical replies to the enquiry. Thus the United States Government 
saids 

^n^ith regard to the position of the United States, the question of 
dissemination of nuclear weapons appeo.rs to fall logically into t^^[o 
categories s (1) the manufacture or acquisition of ownership of nuclear 
weapons, and (2) the deploj^ment of nuclear weapons* With respect to- 
the manufacture or ownership of nuclear weapons, the concern of my 
Government to prevent the proliferation of such weapons has been made 
clear, by its actions « Both United States legislation and policy 
severely limit United States transfer of weapons information to other 
countries; United States policy opposes the development of national 
nuclear weapons capability by any additional nation. United States 
legislation precludes trrjisfer of ownership or control of such vieapons 
to other States « This legislation has been a keystone in the nuclear 
weapons policy of the United St^ateso'' (ibid. , po84) 
The Soviet Union saids 

'^The Soviet Union wishes to reaffirm, that it considers it im.portant, 
in order to prevent the further spread of nuclear weapons, that an 
agreement should be concluded between States whereby countries not 
possessing nuclear weapons should enter into an ujidertaking not to 
manufacture such weapons, not to acquire them from Powers who do possess 
them, and not to permit them to be sited in their territory « The Soviet 
Union, for its part, is ready to enter into an uncertai<:ing not to deliver 
nuclear vreapons or inform_ation concerning their manufacture to other 
countries, if the United States, the United Kingdom and France will enter 
into identical undertakings- The Soviet Government considers that there 
is no justification for postponing the conclusion of such an agreem.ent." 
(ibid., Po8q) 

Thus there seems to be firm agreement in principle on this matter; it is also 
agreed that non-dissemination of nuclear weapons is a collateral measure which would 
lead to the total abolition of these weapons of mass destruction and the elimination 
of war m-aterial of this t^rpe, to paraphrase resolution 8o8 (IX), which was 
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adopted by the General Assembly on K November 1954 and continues to be our guiding 
star* 

So long as it is not feasible to carry that out, we may regard as a safety 
device, or at least as- a pijotection- against greater evils, the non-dissemination of 
that supreme vehicle of death ™ death en masse, of entire peoples or countries? 
death without discrimination of age or sex, combatants or non--combatants ? for its 
grim logic entails the abolition of those distinctions which today appear to be 
obsolete but which in the era of conventional wers were dictated by elementary 
feelings of humanity. It is m_onstrous th^.t war should have been outlavjed in legal 
texts while the possibility of total war grows apace through the unchecked nuclear 
arms race« 

The following words, spoken by the Finis ter of Foreign Affairs of Ireland, 
M7o Aiken, in his speech of 6 November 1962 at the First Committee of the General 
Assembly^ have since acquired even greater urgency? 

"In the present tense state of the v/orld situation, with the balance 

of terror teetering on its base, it is more than ever of vital importance 

that the nuclear Powers should refrain from upsetting that balance by 

spreading nuclear weapons to further countries • . • 

"I would appeal to the nuclear Powers to separate at once this problem 

of preventing the spread of nuclear weapons from all other problems which 

confront them and to deal vdth it as the m.ost urgent and the most serious 

danger facing us all." ( A/C . l/PV .-1267 . pp. 5^-60,..il) 

Believing that an undertaking by nuclear Po^^7ers not to transmit weapons of that 
type to other Powers must be accompanied by a similar undertaking on the part of the 
latter not to receive them, the Ifexican Government has taken the initiative of 
unilaterally proclaiming, in full exercise of its sovereignty, its firm decision to 
that effect, and has made it known to the world on all appropriate occasions « 

For the m.ost solemn and conspicuous statements of the Mexican position, I need 
only quote from the speech delivered on the instructions of President L6pez l^teos 
in this Committee by \^ . mnuel Telle, Minister of Foreign Affairs, at the ministerial 
meeting of 22 ivferch 1962; 

"In o-ur view, pending the attairjnent of world-wide agreement, denuclearization 

could, can and should be brought about throi:igh voluntary and free decisions by 
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^'States* Thus^ the Mexican Government has resolved neither to possess nor 
to adjnit to its national territory nuclear weapons of any sort -or any 
vehicles that might be used for their delivery. While we^ of course,, 
lack the technical or economic resources to take such action, our attitude 
would be the sajne even if that were not the case." ( EMDC/PV»7» V*B ) 
Secondly, in reply to the enquiry carried out by the Secret exy-~General of the 
United Nations, in compliance xd.th the above--m-entioned resolution 1664> (XVl), among 
non-nuclear countries regarding the conditions under which they could assume the 
undertaking, the ^xican position upheld in tbjLs Committee was reiterated, and it 
was further stated? 

"♦♦. , the Government of Jfexico would be unconditionally prepared to assume, 
as a contractual obligation, an ujidertaking to refrain from manufact-uring 
or acquiring nuclear weapons or from receiving them in its territory, 
provided that the other States agreed to be bound in identical terms.'' 
( DC/204/Addcl, p. 16 ) 

In accordance with this statement, in which ^fexico took the important step — 
I do not think we are boasting -- of elevating a unilateral declaration, liable at 
all times to modification by the issuing government, and in any event by subsequent 
administrations, to the lofty rank of an international treaty, and believing that 
the attairiment of oa^^ objective on a world-wide scale could be ftirthered by the 
immediate application of this step on a regional scale, the Lfexican Government began 
negotiations with the Latin-American countries that had sponsored draft resolution 
A/O0I/L.312, which had been submitted in the Political Committee of the General 
Assembly at the seventeenth session and which had substantially the same aim. 

As a result of these negotiations the Governments of Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, 
Ecuador and Jfexico issued on 29 April 1963 the "Declaration on the Denuclearization 
of Latin America". The Heads of State of the other Latin-American Republics were 
invited to accede to ito I shall merely quote the following operative paragraph 
in which the five Presidents agree - 

"To announce forthwith that their Governments are prepared to sign a 
Latin American multilateral agreement by which the countries would undertake 
not to manufacture, receive, store or test nuclear weapons or nuclear 
launching devices". ( ENDC/87 ) 
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Lastly, I do not think it would be irrelevant if I were to mention the following 
remarks made by President L6pez Mateos when communicating the Declaration to the 
Jfexican people, and when comm.enting on it in a personal letter to the 'Heads of State 
who were its co-sponsors o - In his message to the nation the First Magistrate of 
Ifexico said? 

"In the present cold vrar situation, in which the major Power groupings 
confront each other every minute of the day from their respective positions 
of strength, it is incumbent on our country to act as a moderating influence." 
In his personal letter to the Heads of State, President L6pez Jfeteos saids 

"We are living in dramatic times in which each and every one of us ~ but 
especially we Heads of State whose task it is to speak for our peoples — 
must firmly and constantly conduct ourselves with the preservation of 
humanity in mind o" 

These have always been the twin aspect.^ — complementary, not contradictory — 
of Mexican policy in this field <> Cn the one hand, we are "firmly and constantly" 
seeking by all the means in our povjer to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons, 
since otherwise it wouJ-d become more and more difficult for the major nuclear States 
to retain the power of decision as to their use — a terrifying hypothesis, but one 
which we must keep In mindo Has no one yet pointed out, among- other horrible things, 
that that terrible first weapon of 20 kilotons could be used for tactical purposes, 
even in local wars, when originally it had been said as justification that it had 
only been used as a result of an extraordinary strategic decision, in order to 
accelerate the end of the Second World War in one of its most important theatres? 
Is it not frightening that our consciences should have become so hardened or 
deformed as to want to transform a conventional into a nuclear war, Xv^hatever the 
supposed limitations? We do not recognize any of these subtle distinctions in what 
we regard as a direct threat on a gigantic scale to innocent lives | sijice, whatever 
the scale of values accepted by sane men — the insane addicts of Nazism natujrally had 
another scale of values — human life and its spiritual products 1^ri.ll always be above 
any strategic or tactical considerations o In the face of the ravings of those who 
advocate the use of nucleax weapons in any circumstances, I shall quote the Secretary- 
General of the United Nations, U Thant, x^ho said that any such person must be "out of 
his mind". ( New York Tim,es , International Edition, 20 July 1964) 
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I repeat yet again that this is in line with ovoc firm and constant attitude in 
our present dire predicament, which, as we see it, permits of no alternative ♦ At 
the same time, let us not forget that our status as a non-nuclear and non^^aligned 
Power obliges us to "act as a moderating influence" among the major nuclear Powers* 
We are greatly encouraged in our performance of this function by the fact that our two 
co-Chairmen have agreed to devote this meeting to the study of this problem* In our 
view, this agreement fully reflects the desire of the great Powers, and indeed of all 
the States represented here, to come to. an understanding which, in its turn, could 
serve as the basis of an international undertaking • Hence we consider that we must 
do all in our power to help those States to reconcile certain differences which, 
viewed pessimistically, might seem insurmountable. 

Vfe should be closing our eyes or our ears to reality — and the Mexican 
representative does not wish at ai:y time to play the role of a dumny or of the Stone 
Guest in the well-known Spanish play — if we did not recognize that the only visible 
obstacle at present is the apprehension with which the sociliast countries view the 
possible creation of a multilateral nuclear force by certain NATO countries. 

Aside from the unequivocal statements made here, we have read \d.th the utmost care 
the notes addressed by the Soviet Government on 11 July to the Governments of the 
United States of America and the Federal Republic of Germany (EKDC/137)* In the first 
the Soviet Government speal<:s clearly of "the risk of a thermonuclear conflict"' if the 
Western Pox-rors give the Bundoewehr access to their nuclear forces, and adds that with 
such a development of events the Soviet Iftiion would be obliged to take the "appropriate 
measures" which would effectively safeguard their security ( ibid«» p*3 ) 

These are very serious statements, to say the least, and they confirm us' in our 
sincerely-held view that the non-aligned coimtries have a duty to vrge all the 
interested parties to meditate in all calm and serenity on each other ^s arguments. 
On the one hand it is said that the creation of the multilateral force is the only 
effective and realistic way of preventing non-nuclear States from obtaining nuclear 
v/eapons independently* On the other hand, reference is made, in a manner vMch Gvon 
after twenty years still moves us, to the vast and historic experience suffered by so 
many European peoples who were victims of the aggression of Imperial Germany in 191A 
and of National'-Socialist Germany in 1939 and subsequently* The arguments of both 
sides must be pondered with attention and respect. 
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My delegation does not consider that its task at this Conference is to delivt:" 
a final verdict on- the compatibility or otherwise of multilateral forces with the 
concept of non-dissemination, with which \<fe are all in agreement; for we are f/ji': 
that the Mexican views would not affect the position adopted by either side*. 
Nevertheless, it is our duty to point out the danger, as has been done recently ::n 
the newspapers, that, if a multilateral nuclear force were to be created — whoever 
the creators might be — other nuclear Powers might in their turn decide to creato 
similar forces. This wotuLd certainly alter the balance of power — or, to put i'^- 
more bluntly, the balance of terror — and we should witness the birth of a now ar:.. 
race which would leave its predecessors in the shade, for it would be a nuclear an:' 
multilateral arms race* 

Faced with this sombre prospect, which threatens us all equally, we non-nuclccr 
States have the right and the duty to appeal to the wisdom, .of those who, by viri ac; 
of the power at their disposal, are able to place the stamp of good fortune or disaster 
on the future of mankind. As we see it, the role of the non-aligned 'coimtries ±3 11 ko 
that of the chorus in ancient Greek tragedies, which played no part in the conflict 
between the protagonists but at all times, as the incarnation of moral consci^nc?^, 
appealed to moderation, temperance and \Ndsdom and, above all, adm^onished then y:x> : -.c 
overstep the bounds of the human ODndition — that overstepping called by the Creeks 
hubris and for them the scurce of all evil» According to one of the great Greci: 
tragedians, the arrogant rise of the ears of corn is followed by the harve.r:". c' ': ,:rz 
We do not believe that those words have lost their validity, nor has t-Le f-^-C':- ' . . .'. 
message bequeathed to us by the people who gave form to reason and inner balarj.cc^ . ■ 'vj.\ 
balance on vrhich the fate of men and States depends much more than, on the balanc:; ci 
power. Hence, in the face of all discouragements, let us uphold this eon\r?*.ction as 
a shield and as a hope* 

Mr. THOMfiS (United Kingdom)? I am particular -ly glad that I am able to attcrd 
today^s meeting of the Committee, because the subject on our agenda is the non- 
dissemination of nuclear weapons o I read with much interest the discussion cr -•..■-..o 
question which was held on 2 July, the last occasion v/hen this w^as the agenda i-oc.-i i'c„' 
the day (EI\1DC/PV.195) • I was not able to be present myself on that occasion, a^-^d 
therefore I specially welcome the opportunity which I now have of emphasizing the 
importance which Her Majesty ^s Government in the United Kingdom attaches to t^'ic '>;)Lilo: 
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Sir Paul Mason has already^ on 2 July (ibid. , •pp.16 et seq .), drawn the 
attention of the Committee to the debate on foreign affairs whioh was held in our 
House of Commons on 16-17 June. I hope, however, I may be forgiven if I again 
refer to that debate, since I think it, shows quite clearly the interest whioh the 
British Parliament has in the question -of non-dissemination. It also shows 
without any possible doubt that Her Majesty *s Government is convinced pf the need 
for an agreement on non-dissemination. It equally shows that we have no intention 
of participating in any arrangement which would involve dissemination. I cannot 
emphasize too clearly our determination on that point. 

In that foreign affairs debate both Mr. Butler and I spoke on the question of 
a non-dissemination agreement. I assured the House of Commons, and I can assure 
this Committee now, that such an agreement has been — and remains — a major 
objective of my Government's policy (Official Report, Vol.696, No. 120, col. 1243)* 
I hope that there can be no possible shadow of doubt on that point. This, 
therefore, is our reply to the question put to th^ Committee, and in particular to 
the members of K'ATO here present, by tir. Zorin in his speech on 2 July. Mr. Zorin 
asked whether the Western Powers were ready to conclude "an agreement on the non- 
dissemination of nuclear weapons, whioh would really mean closing all channels and 
ways for their dissemination" (El\)DC/PV.195i P*15)- Mr. Chairman, you also referred 
to that question by Mr. Zorin at the close of your remarks on I6 July 
(ESFDC/PV.199, pp. 12, 13). Today the representative of Bulgaria also posed that 
question. 

Frankly, I confess to being somewhat surprised that it is even thought 
necessary to put such a question. It is, after all, no new development in my 
Government's policy that one of its objectives is a non-dissemination agreement. 
That is clear from statements by Ministers over the years. Mr. Butler referred 
to the need for such an agreem.ent in the Debate on the Address held on 15 November 
1963 — to go no further back than that (Official Report, Vola684, cols.508,509) . 
As I have said, both Fir. Butler and I stressed Her Majesty's Government's views on 
this matter in the foreign affairs debate in the House of Commons last month. 
Only last week our Prime Minister joined, with the other Prime Ministers of the 
Commonwealth, in the agreed statement published after their recent meeting, in 
reaffirming — - 
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"..- their support for the work of the Geneva Disarmament Conference 
and their determination to seek to extend the scope of disarmament 
in accordance with the principles expressed in their statement of 
17 March I96I;, particularly by endeavouring to promote an agreement 
to prohibit the further dissemination of nuclear weapons and of 
knowledge relating to their manufacture and use". ( The Times 9 16 July, p>ll ) 
However, I take the present opportunity to emphasize once again our entire 
readiness to negotiate a non-dissemination agreement as soon as possible. 

Here I should like to make clear our views on the. idea of a NATO multilateral 
force, which has been referred to this morning by both the representative of 
Bulgaria and the representative of Mexico. In Mr. Zorin's speech on 2 July, to 
which I have already referred, and in the speeches of the representatives of Poland 
and Czechoslovakia on the same occasion (E1\FDC/PV.195) , we were given at some length 
the views of our East European colleagxies on the establishment of the multilateral 
forces and those views were reiterated this morning by the representative of 
Bulgaria* As Sir Paul Mason reminded the Committee at the same meeting, the 
United Kingdom has not yet decided to join the multilateral force ( ibid . , p.l7)« 
Mr. Butler said in the debate to which I have already drawn your attention 2 
"Vfe recognize that the project is intended to serve the twin causes of 
European integration and Atlantic partnership, and we share the belief 
that the nuclear defence of Europe is not to be found separate from the 
United States, but in partnership with them. 

"For this reason, and because we want to consider the military 
aspects further, we are taking part in the discussions on the 
multilateral force, but we have not yet decided to join the multilateral 
force. Our discussions are without commitment as to ultimate 
participation." ( Official Report, 701.696, ^0.122^ col.llSl ) 
I myself gave a similar explanation of our position, and I emphasized — if I. may 
be so bold as to quote myself s 

"Our eventual decision will depend on a number of factors, not least 
the shape of the proposal wheri the negotiations are completed. But 
one thing that one can say quite clearly is that, whatever these 
proposals are, it is clear that it is not intended that they should 
involve dissemination". ( ibid. , col. 1236 ) 
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The reasons why that is so have been made clear to the Conference on a number 
of occasions. As Mr. Foster said in his speech on 2 Julys 

"... the arrangements contemplated for the multilateral force would 
not increase the number of independent nuclear weapon capabilities 
and are thus consistent with our objective of preventing the spread 
of such capabilities. Indeed^ by offering an alternative to national 
nuclear weapons programmes ^ the multilateral force should increase 
incentives and improve chances for the limitation of national weapon- 
producing centres." ( MDC/PV.ig^^ p^37 ) 

In his speech as a whole Mr. Foster demonstrated most convincingly that any 
step which would lead to the dissemination of nuclear weapons would be quite 
inconsistent with what he described as two basic objectives of United States 
policys 

"... first J that the energy of the atom should be harnessed for peace ;, 
not war^" — the representative of Mexico also made that point — 
"second — as a corollary — ^ that the independent capability to use 
this energy for war should not spread to additional nations." ( ibid. 5 p*38 ) 
Those two objectives are fully shared by my own Government. Indeed*, all 
prospective or possible participants in the multilateral force are fully determined 
to continue to adhere to the principle of non-dissemination. 

But^ despite the assurances on this point which have been so frequently and 
so unequivocally given ^ our East European colleagues continue to express misgivings 
concerning it. while one may recognize — as indeed one has to — that these 
misgivings exist ^ I nevertheless still find our East European colleagues' 
subsequent line of argument somewhat hard to follow. Surely in that case their 
best course is to conclude a non-dissemination agreement now. This would then 
ensure that any multilateral force that may be created by the "ffestern Powers would 
be in accordance with the agreement. 

I should like again to remind the Committee that Mr. Butler <, during his visit 
to this Conference on 25 February <, saids 

"The existence of a formal agreement ... . would, itself constitute 
a safeguard against a multilateral force which involved the 
dissemination of nuclear weapons." ( EIJDC/PV.1699 p. 11 ) 
I elaborated this statement in my speech in the House of Commons on 16 June when I 
stated my conviction that the interests of the Soviet Union — and indeed of all 
our East European colleagues — 
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^'.•<. would "be best served by an agreement on non-dissemination. 
That irould substitute a precise international agreement for the 
present de facto coincidence of policies and allay their anxieties, 
whether well founded or not^ about the possible evolution of the 
multilateral force." ( Official Report, Vol.696, No. 122, col. 124 3) 
As I understood the representative of Bulgaria, he said this morning that he 
could not grasp the logic of this particular point of view 5 but I would say to 
him that it is surely self-evident that any arrangements which the members of SATO 
may subsequently make for our mutual defence would have to be made to conform with 
any previously-concluded formal agreement on non-dissemination. As Sir Paul Mason 
told the Conference on 2 Julys 

"... it is not our practice to sign an agreement which can be shown 
to be inconsistent with another agreement into which our Government 
has already entered. »' ( MDC/pV.195 / P^l.7 ) 
Sir Paul went on to doubt whether any parliamentary government could get away with 
such a practice, even if it should want to. Of course it could not. Anyone who 
knows our parliamentary system and the Press of our country must realize that, 
politically, it would be ^quite impossible. 

Therefore I was glad to notice that Mr. Zorin, in his second speech on 2 July, 
showed signs of being convinced of our sincerity in this matter. "& said thens 
*^If you believe that a multilateral nuclear force is not contrary 
to the basic provisions of such an agreement 5 let us conclude such an 
agreement straight away, even in spite of the fact that you are 
thinking of doing something or other over there." ( ibid. , p. 40 ) 
I hope that that remark means that our Soviet colleagues have begun to realize the 
force of what we on the Western side have been saying in this regard. 

Indeed I should perhaps re-emphasize that the condition which Mr. Zorin put 
on the proposal which I have just quoted is a condition on which we insist just as 
strongly ourselves. Vfe do not consider that a multilateral force would violate 
the basic provisions of a non-dissemination agreem.ent* We are fully determined 
that it should not. In the circumstances I can only echo lir. Zorin, therefore, in 
saying this's "Let us conclude such an agreement". This is our unequivocal answer 
to the question which was put to us by Mr. Zorin and by you, Mr. Chairman. 
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I should add that we can give this ansv/er because we do notj of course, accept 
for one moment the allegations which both you, Mr. Chairman, and Mr. Zorin have 
made about those who, you say, "are striving at all costs" to gain access to 
nuclear weapons ( ibid. , p. 15 )* Sir Paul Mason, in his reply to Mr. Zorin, has 
already shown how imfounded we consider such suspicions of the Federal Republic of 
Germany to be. Despite what was said about this matter by the representative of 
Bulgaria this morning, I do not wish to. enter anew into this aspect. I would 
rather appeal to our East European colleagues to follow Mr. Zorin in his suggestion 
that we should work out the basic provisions of a non-dissemination agreement, so 
that its conclusion can demonstrate how unfounded those allegations are. 

I suggest that th6 time has now come when we should be thinking, not in terms 
of allegations, but in terms of undertaking's and texts. It has become abundantly 
clear in the course of our discussions here that we are all agreed on the 
importance of reaching an agreement. Mr. Zorin himself drew attention to this 
consensus in the Committee and to the fact that — 

"... there are some areas of common ground in the positions of the 
two sides also in regard to the provisions to be included in an 
international agreement' on the non-dissemination of nuclear weapons." 
( ibid. , p. 6 ) 
I urge the Committee that we should develop these areas of common ground and that 
we should get on towards formulating these provisions. 

This is not a matter where time is on our side. The Committee will recall 
the words of Mr. Trivedi, the then representative of India, when on 12 March he 
drew the attention of the Committee to the concern which was expressed at the 
Pugwash Conference held in India earlier this year. He said? 

"They felt that the next ten years or so were crucial. If things 
were allowed to slide during that period, without any check, the world 
would find itself in the position of having five, six or ten or 'n^ 
countries possessing nuclear weapons-. This is a prospect too 
frightening to contemplate. War by mechanical failure, accident 
or miscalculation, or even by design, would then be more difficult 
to prevent, apart from the political, psychological and even blackmail 
repercussions of such a development." ( EI\'"DC/PV.1749 P* 16 ) 



ffiDC/PV.201 
27 



( l-tTt Thomas, United Kingdom ) 



On the dangers of such a position we are all agreed. Surely it would he much 
more fruitful to explore the common ground existing hetween us than to indulge in 
recriminations. I would appeal to all members of the Committee to give their 
earnest consideration to this vital question without polemics or emotion j in order 
that together we may seek to achieve agreement. Such an agreement would he of the 
utmost benefit to mankind. 

Mr .. SUMS (Canada)? This morning I wish to state briefly the position 
which the Canadian Government adopts concerning the non*~dissemination of nuclear 
weapons > This position has been stated many times in the past. Canada is firmly 
opposed to any further increase in the number of States having nuclear weapons in 
their arsenals and having the independent power to use those weapons on their own 
decision -^ In order to prevent any further increase in the number of countries 
in that category, we consider that it is urgent to conclude an appropriate inter- 
national agreement on non--dissemination which would be binding on nuclear aind non- 
nuclear States alike. My Government believes that the basis for this agreement 
already exists in the language of United Nations resolution a/RES/i665 (XVI) — 
generally referred to as the Irish resolution — vjhich received the support of all 
Members of the United Nations when it was adopted in I96I. 

Despite the unanimous support which that resolution received at the sixteenth 
session of the General Assembly^ no international agreement based on it has been 
concluded. The main reason for this 5 so far as our Committee is concernedp is 
that the Soviet Union and its allies" are strongly opposed to certain multinational 
arrangements which have been made^ or are presently contemplated^ providing for 
the participation of several members of the NATO defensive alliance in the creation 
of -a joint nuclear deterrent. The Soviet Union and its allies have been arguing 
that such arrangements would be contrary to the principle of non-~dissemination. 
As far as the Canadian Government is concerned^ arrangements which are at present 
in effect for the control of nuclear weapons within the Western alliance and 
arrangements which are presently under discussion are consistent with the terms of 
the Irish resolution , on which we believe a non-dissemination agreement should be 
based. 
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In the coiirsG of our meeoing of 2 July^ at ivhioh the prohlem of non- 
dissemination was disoussed oxtensivelv^ Mr/Zorin. then the Soviet representative, 
asked for the views of Western members of this" Committee in the following terms — 
this statement "oj Mr* Zorin has already been quoted^ but I should like to rep^-.-c:.t . it 2 
^'If the Western Powers c::.re reallj anxious for a positive 
solution of the problem of the non-dissemination of nuolear weapons, 
we are prepared to negotiate on this problem without putting forweird 
any preliminary conditions. However , from the very beginning there 
must be mutual understanding between us on the main things that our 
common aim is to conclude such an agreement on the non-dissemination 
of nuclear weapons as would preclude any possibility for their 
dissemination and would olose every loop-hole of access to these 
weapons to those who do not now possess them < <- • ^' . (pJI\rD C/PVol9 3 , P^13) 
And Mr. Zorin went on to ask the Western delegations whether we were ready to 
conduct negotiations on the non-dissemination of nuclear wea.pons on that basis. 
The Canadian delegation welcomes the Soviet representative's offer to enter into 
early negotiations on this subjeo-oo vve are :.,eaay to accept that offer and hope 
other countries here represented will also be ready. We were also particularly 
glad to hear that the Sc^^iet Government does not attaoh preconditions to entering 
upon these negotiations c 

As I have said, the basis for an agreement on non-dissemination already exists 
in the terms of the Irish resolution* We favour negotiation in the Eighteen-- 
Nation Disarmament Committee of an international agreement which would contain 
specific provisions that no nuolear Power n-ould hand over control of nuclear weapons 
to any nation not now possessin.g- themo To make this principle clear, we must 
define what we mean by ^^ocntrcl" and by '^possession^^ The definitions of these 
two key terms which I r:houid l:^Ve to offer represent, of course, the Canadian views. 
I hope that they m.a.v serve to clarify the basic issues involved, but they should 
not be taken by the Committee as le,-al formulations or suggestions for treaty 
language. 

•'Control*' over nuclear weapons we define as the independent power and 
authority of a nation to order a nuclear weapon to be launched. By ''possession" 
of nuclear weapons we moan independent possession, having "control" over them as 
just defined. "Possession" would imply that the nation either had manufactured 
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the weapons itself or had been given possession and control of them "by some other 
nation. A non-dissemination agreement should provide against either of those 
things happening. Therefore a non-dissemination agreement should forbid^ in 
acoordanoe with the terms of the Irish: resolution, the transmission of the 
information necessary for the manufacture of such weapons to non-nuclear Powers. 
It should also prohibit, arrangements under which nuclear Powers could transfer or 
transmit to any individual non-nuclear nation the means and ability to launch 
nuclear weapons on its own decision. Finally^ in oui"' view^ the non-dissemination 
agreement should, as is stated in the Irish resolution, contain parallel obligations 
which would be assumed by non-nuclear nations that they would ^'undertake not to 
manufacture or otherwise acquire control'' of nuclear weapons (a/IIES/i665 (XVl)). 

To clarify Canada *s own position in regard to this, I should like to quote a 
few sentences from the ^fhite Paper on Defence which was tabled in our Parliament 
in March 1964^ 

"There has never been any serious question of Canada becoming 
a member of the nuclear club — that is, one of those nations which 
by its own national decision can launch nuclear weapons. This ability 
could be attained only by the national manufacture of nuclear weapons. 
It is not contemplated." 

Mr. Chairman, I hope- that if you, as Soviet representative, will study my 
statement carefully, you will then agree that Canada has. given an adequate and 
favourable response to the question which Itr. Zorin put to us on. 2 July 
(Mr>C/PV,195, p. 15)- We believe that, if the Soviet Union sincerely wishes to 
stop what Mr. Zorin called all loopholes for the further spread of nuclear weapons, 
it should participate constructively in the negotiation of an agreement such as I 
have outlined. 

Mr. TIMBEHLAKE (United States of America) 5 I have listened with clode 
attention to the thought-provoking statements of other representatives this, 
morning on the subject before us. I agree that it is a subject of the highest 
importance, not only for this Conference but for the whole of the human race. 
In particular, I share the hope so eloquently expressed by the representative of 
Mexico that counsels of reason and moderation will guide us as we search for a 
solution. 
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In 1946? at the end of the Second World War, the United States went to the 
United Nations with a plan to eliminate all atomic weapons from national arsenals 
and to bring atomic energy under international controls (Atomic Energy Commission j 
Official Record of the 1st meeting^ pp.? et seq. .). That plan reflected a policy 
and a determination from which we have not deviated to this day — that the United 
States will not disseminate atomic weapons or the knowledge necessary for their 
manufacture to any nation. 

As everyone knows ^ the United States plan for the international control of 
atomic energy was not accepted then* IV'owj eighteen years later ^ the world is 
faced with a vastly different reality^ a reality which makes the search for a way 
to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons increasingly difficult and 
increasingly complex. It is also more urgent • This increased difficulty and 
danger have reinforced the basic policy of my Government against the spread of 
national nuclear weapon capabilities • My Government still believes that the 
creation of additional national nuclear weapon capabilities would be' detrimental 
to international peace and security. 

This policy has been reflected oon>::iLtently in the formulation of our domestic 
legislation^ as has already been pointed out this morning? in our support of the 
Irish resolution (a/RES/i665(XVI) ) ^ in our initiative to establish the 
International Atomic Energy Agency to assist in promoting the peaceful uses of 
atomic energy and to ensure that this assistance does not '^further any military 
purpose'' ( statute of the IAEA9 Art.I l)^ in our participation in NATO defence 
arrangements and discussions relating to the multilateral force ^^ and in our 
advocacy of and participation in the various disarmament-related agTeem.ents which 
have so far been achievedr. As Mro Foster said on 2 July^ in each of these cases 
we have adhered to two basic objectives. These were mentioned by the representative 
of the United 'Kingdom earlier this morning^ and I shall repeat them. They ares 

".#♦ first <, that the energy of the atom should be harnessed for peace. 

not war| second .*., that the independent capability to use this 

energy for wa,r should not spread to additional nations." ( EMDC/pV.19 5 ? P*38 ) 

Those two objectives are also reflected in our current proposals before this 
Conference. Each of these would help in some way to contain the nuclear danger^ 
and I- should like to mention five of them very briefly. 
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First, the United States has proposed a verified agreement to halt all 
production of fissionable material for weapon use (MDC/120)* The recent 
statement by Mr. Poster on this subject (MDC/pV.191, pp. 6 et se q* ) and the 
submission of the United States working paper on inspection of a fissionable 
material cut-off (ENDC/134) indicate the seriousness with which my Government 
views this measure. The implementation of this proposal, preferably with agreement 
on the related proposal to transfer significant quantities of weapon-grade U~235 "to 
non-weapon purposes (SNDC/IO95 PV0I725 pp.14 e t seq . ), would inhibit the further 
spread of nuclear weapons. By limiting the amount of nuclear material available 
for national nuclear weapon programmes it would reinforce existing incentives 
against the transfer to other nations of fissionable material for weapon use* 
The recent cut-backs announced by the Soviet Union (ENDO/lil) ^ the United Kingdom 
and the United States (ENDC/132) are other important steps in this- direction. 

Second, we have proposed that the Committee explore the question of a verified 
freeze of the number and characteristics of strategic offensive and defensive 
nuclear vehicles (ENDC/120). As I said at our meeting of 9 July, **A freeze 
undertaken now would in fact have the same effect at any given future time as the 
destruction of all the weapons bo be produced. between now and that future time." 
(ENDC/PV.1975 po5)« In addition to . stabilizing the current rough military balance 
while allowing national resources to be used in more constructive ways, such a 
measure would also tend to restrain proliferation of nuclear delivery vehicles and 
systems by limiting potential stocks. 

Third, we have proposed the physical d.estvv.otlon by the United States and the 
Soviet Union of an equal number of B-47 and TU-I6 bomber aircraft 

(EiTDC/pVo176^ pp. 5 et seq. ). This is a r<^.alistic and serious proposal. It would 
also prevent the spread of these nuclear delivery vehicles to other States and 
thereby would help to prevent the danger of the further spread of the weapons 
themselves. 

Fourth, we have urged that all transfers of fissionable materials for peaceful 
purposes should take place under effective international safeguards (ENDC/120). 

Fifth, we have urged that the major nuclear Powers should accept in an 
increasing number of their peaceful nuclear activities, the same inspection as they 
recommend for others. As the Committee knows, the United States has already set an 
example in" this regard by the recent agreement placing three small nuclear reactors 
and one large one under IAEA safeguards (EM'DC/pV.172, pp»17,l8). 
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Each of these measures is important* All would contrihute in a concrete way 
to the achievement of the goal of restraining the proliferation of nuclear weapons • 
Together they deal with the two sources of potential proliferation of nuclear 
weapons. One is the possibility of dissemination "by the nuclear Powers of weapons 
or information, materials or eo^uipment for their manufacture 5 the second is the 
development "by additional nations of their own capacity to manufacture such weapons. 

Too often the statements of certain representatives in this Committee have 
left the impression that they are concerned only with the danger of dissemination 
through transfer. I would remind the Committee that^ vital though it is that we 
act soon to curb this danger^ the other danger — that is 5 the development by 
additional nations of the capacity to manufacture — is no less vital and no less 
urgent. 

Mro Foster also pointed out at our meeting of 2 July that nuclear technology 
is developing to the point where *it may become substantially easier and less costly 
for additional countries to engage in the manufacture of nuclear weapons" 
(ENDC/PV.1955 p. 33). The large number of power reactors which will soon be 
installed throughout the world could produce significant amounts of plutonium 
adaptable for weapon use. Unless international action is taken soon to prevent 
the diversion of that plutonium to weapon use^ the problem will become much more 
difficult to control. 

That is why it is so important that this Committee seek agreement on concrete 
measures to prevent both kinds of nuclear proliferation. If we wait until the 
political and psychological barriers which now tend to restrain proliferation have 
been broken by one or more of the present non-nuclear Powers, still others will 
feel the pressure to produce or acquire nuclear weapons. International action to 
curb proliferation may then be too late. 

With that in mind^ I listened with some surprise and^ I may add^ with 
considerable disappointment to the statement by the representative of the Soviet 
Union at our 195th meeting. That statement is notable for the absence of any 
recognition that the potential dissemination of weapons by a nuclear Power is only 
one — and not necessarily the most urgent — problem in preventing nuclear 
proliferation. Anyone reading the verbatim record of that discussion might 
conclude that the Soviet Union is either unaware of or indifferent to the danger of 
potential proliferation through the development of a capacity to manufacture such 
weapons by other countries. 
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Portun-itel;)'; ..vre hare -poason to knovj that that does not reflect accurately the 
Oovi3t Union -s point of viewo vaiat^ then, explains the omission from the Soviet 
c;tatoTr:ent? The answer^ of course.) is to he found in the Soviet Union ' s single- 
niinded prooooupation with the dangers it claims tc see in the proposed multilateral 
force. 

Another notable aspect of the Soviet representative's statement at that same 
meeting vvas the inteiaperanoe of its language in dealing viith this matter. I see 
no need to reply in kind^ hut it may help to place such remarks in a "better 
perspective if we recall the Soviet Union's statements directed at almost every past 
indication of progress in developing or strengthening NATO's co-operative defensive 
capability or progress towards greater Europua/i and Atlantic unit;'. In an effort 
to block progiess towards these goals ^ each separate step xms made to appear in 
Soviet .pronouncements as the forerunner of doom and disaster. Yet life still goes 
on. \'Jorld peace has oeeii consolidated^ and international tensions have in fact 
abated. Few :..t is the raultilateral force which is the target of Soviet attacks 
and^ we believe ^ primarily for the same reasons^ 

i-Je are not negotiating here on the defence arrangements of either side. 
Howe-v-or, in view of the delay brought about by these Soviet attacks on the multi-- 
latera]. force ^ let me reiterate why the Soviet a,rguments are^ in our view^ groundless* 

'/Je have done everything possible to allay the e:q)ressed fear- of the Soviet 
Union that the multilateral force is or could become a disgxiised form of 
disse^.ination of nuclear weapons. In fact, we believe that^ by offering an 
alternative to national nuclea,r weapon progr.:.^--"'i3S9 the multilateral force should 
increase incentives and improve the prospect for halting the growth in national 
weapon- -producing centres o 

The multilateral force is being devised to provide a responsibly-controlled 
deterrent in the face of a Soviet nuclear threat which inc].udes hundreds of medium 
and intermediate range ballistic missiles aimed at the denseily-populated cities . 
and industrial areas of ¥estern Europe.- The multilateral force will contribute to 
m.eeting this threat in a way which avoids the creation of new national centres of 
^•ontrol over nuclear weapons-. As we have made clear many times _« it is fnlly 
consistent with United States policy against proliferation o No single participant 
would be able to fxie bhu uissiles, since firing of missiles in war-time would be 
by decision of the United States and an agreed number of other participants. 
Furthermore 5 no nation participating in the multilateral force could withdraw any 
element of the force and place it under national control* 



MDC/PV.201- 
34 

( Mr> Timberlake^ United States ) 

Therefore we feel that the arguments used by the Soviet Union in its attacks 
on the multilateral force are not justified* It has been and will continue to be 
the policy of the United States to do nothing that would be incompatible with the 
supreme task of preserving and strengthening international peace. However, this 
does not mean that we shall refrain from taking appropriate steps to improve the 
defences of the United States and its allies as long as countries from which we or 
our allies might be threatened maintain and continue to improve their armaments. 

We believe that the Soviet Union's present concern about the multilateral 
force will prove as ujifounded as its past concern about other steps taken to improve 
SFATO^s defences and to strengthen 'western unity. Meanwhile, however, this 
Committee has the opportunity to urge that a non-proliferation agreement be brought 
into force without further delay. Such an agreement in itself would provide 
further assurance to allay any Soviet concern. 

I have already indicated why we believe there should be no further delay. 
Every nation represented here has supported such an agreement. On 2 July, as has 
been pointed out previously, IVIr. Zorin noted this consensus and, after reviewing 
the points of agreement between the positions of the two sides, he said — and 
this has been quoted by the representatives of the United Kingdom and Canadas 
"we are prepared to negotiate on this problem" (E\rDC/PV.1959 p. 15). Unfortunately, 
however, that statement was preceded by the remark thctt if the Western Powers 
wanted a positive solution to the problem they "must renounce the plan to create 
a KaTO multilateral force." ( ibid. ^ p.l4) . . 

As has previously also been noted, at that same meeting Mr. Zorin asked 
several questions about our readiness to conclude a non-dissemination agreement 
(ibid., pp.15940). The answer of the United States delegation is the same as 
that given by the delegations of Canada and of the United Kingdom this mornings 
yes, we have been and we are ready. But is that the real question before this 
Committee? Or is the question whether the Soviet Union will continue to assume 
responsibility for preventing the conclusion of an agreement that not only would 
bar dissemination but would also make possible a world-wide undertaking by non- 
nuclear Powers against the manufacturing or acquiring of such weapons? 
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Mr, Foster said on 2 Julys 

",.<, the United States has heen seeking^ and will continue to seek^ an 
international agreement under which the nuclear Powers would commit 
themselves not to transfer nuclear weapons into national control of States 
not now possessing them^ as well as not to assist such States in 
manufacturing nuclear weapons. Such an agreement would facilitate a 
parallel undertaking hy non-nuclear Powers not to manufacture such 
weapons and to refrain from acquiring control over such weapons and 
from seeking or receiving assistance in manufacturing them, An 
international cigreement of this kind would constitute a most important 
curb on the spread of nuclear weapons^ which^ if not checked now^ may 
hecom.e a serious threat to international peace o" ( ihido 9 VV*iA^'i5 ) 
I should like to recall the statement made hy Mr. Fisher at our meeting 

of 2 April 9 when he askeds' 

"Is this Conference going to adopt the position that we should refrain from 
taking the practical , concrete steps now open to us because there is 
disagreement on the wisdom or practicability of taking other steps as well? 
Should we do nothing while we debate the wisdom of doing mere?" ( Ei\TDC/PV, I80 ^ p>2l ) 
I hope that is not the case. I hope this Conference will remain in touch with 

political reality and not become an irrelevancy on the historical international scene. 

Let us make the only proper choice open to us while there is still time* 

The CMAIffllAIT (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) ( translation f rom Russlr-.n) ^ 
I wish now to speak in my capacity as representative of the Soviet Union. 

The Soviet delegation listened with great attention and interest to the 
convincing statement • made by the representative of Bulgaria^ Mr. Lukanov^ who 
proved in a consistent and well-reasoned manner c^ and as usual with great force of 
logic 9 both the necessity and urgency of solving the problem of the non-dissemination 
of nuclear weapons and the incompatibility cf the plan to create a NATO multilateral 
nuclear force with the solution of this problem* 

The statement made today by the representative of Mexico ^ Mr. Gomes Robledo^ 
seems to us to be very important. He has shown us how persevering ly and resolutely 
his country — one of the biggest countries of Latin America — is carrying on, the 
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struggle for a positive solution to the problem of the non-dissemination of nuclear- 
weapons in any f ormo It seems to- us- that he has given all the participants in the 
negotiations a very timely reminder that the creation of a W7iT0 multilateral nuclear 
force would start a new and extremely dangerous round in the nuclear arm.s race^ which 
would involve an even wider circle of States than at present o Ifro Gomez Robledo was 
undoubtedly right when he urged the participants in the negotiations to think this 
over seriously o 

I now propose to offer our comments on the statements made by the representatives 
of the Western Powers o V/e listened attentively to the statement of the united Kingdom 
representative^ IVo Thomas^ in the hope of finding in it some new ideas ^ a new approach 
to the solution of the problem of the non^-dis semination of nuclear weapons. 
Unfortunately we did not find anything new in his statement 5 but we shall^ of course;^ 
carefully study in the verbatim record everything that has been said by him todays 
However^ we think it necessary to tell you straight away our first impression from 
Mr o T homas * s s t at ement « 

iJthough the United Kingdom representative insistently told us that his Government 
is interested in a positive solution to the problem of the non-dissemination of 
nuclear weapons^ at the same time he started from the assumption that the problem of 
the non-dissemination of nuclear weapons can be solved without renouncing the plan 
to create a- NATO multilateral nuclear forceo That is the basic flaw which makes the 
arguments put forward by I^iro Thomas unacceptable « 

Mto Thomases main idea^ as we understood it^ was to prove that it is possible 
at one and the same time to solve the problem of the non-dissemination of nuclear 
weapons and to create a N/iTO multilateral nuclear force in which Vtestern Germany would 
participate and consequently obtain access to nuclear weapons o But that is impossible o 
Any agreement on the non^-dissemination of nuclear weapons that would leave a loop-hole 
for access to these weapons by West German revenge-seekers ^ especially by way of a 
NiiTO multilateral force^ would merely create a dangerous illusion and^ what is more^ 
would become a screen for the actual dissemination of nuclear weapons <> It is impossible 
to adopt an intermediate position in this matter o It is necessary to choose between 
two things^, either the non-'dissemination of nuclear weapons or their dissemination* 
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Where the Soviet Union is concerned, we made this choice long ago* We stand 
for the non-dissemination of nuclear weapons and for the conclusion of an international 
treaty which would close all loopholes permitting access to nuclear v/eapons to those 
v^ho do not now possess them. We gathered from the statement made by the United 
Kingdom representative that his Government, apparently, would like to avoid making 
this choice. It vrauld like to reconcile what is irreconcilable, to meike compatible 
what is incompatible, to combine what cannot be combined. But that position is also 
a choice of a kind* Indeed, it is a choice in favour of the dissemination of nuclear 
weapons in the form of a NATO multilateral nuclear force. 

We regret having to mention that in his st^atement today the representative of 
Canada, Mr.. Burns, while advocating the conclusion of an agreement on the non- 
dissemination of nuclear weapons, at the same time gave such an interpretation to a 
possible agreement on this subject as to make it appear that it would be directed 
solely against national possession and control of nuclear weapons but v/ould leave 
loopholes for access to nuclear weapons by Western G-ermanay through the NATO multi- 
lateral nuclear force. We shall, of course, study most carefully the text of Mr.Burns^ 
brief statement; but in listening attentively ' to that statement we got the same 
impression as we did from Mr. Thomas's statement: namely, that Mr. Burns would also 
like to make compatible what is incompatible — the non-dissemination of nuclea-r 
weapons and the creation of a NA.TO multilateral nuclear force. 

Our United States colleagues are making many efforts in the Committee, and part- 
icularly outside it, to create the impression that the multilateral nuclear force 
is the joint offspring of the North Atlantic Alliance and that in the plan for its 
creation there is apparent in the first place the interest of all the European States 
members of NATO in being allowed to participate in NATO's nuclear strategy. Today 
the United States re|)resentative, Mr. Timber lake, has again assured us of this. 

Let us. -go into this question and let us see more closely which of the 
States memhers of NATO show enthusiasm and an ardent desire in connexion with 
the plan to create a NATO multilateral force^ and which of them show no such 
enthusiasm. First of all, one is struck by the fact that about half the States 
members of NATO have refused altogether, although for different reasons. 
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to participate even in the negotiations on the. creation of such a force. 
That attitude was taken hy Prance^ Canada is also not taking part in the 
negotiations^ Norway and Denmark have firmly refused to participate in a 
NATO multilateral nuclear force. Very characteristic in this regard is the 
following statement made in June by -Mr. Lange ^ Minister of Foreign Affairs of 
Norway 5 which ^ as we all knowc, is a member of NATOs 

"We do not think tnat the conteiiiplated multilateral force is 
necessary for maintaining the military and political balance. 
We ... emphasize that we do not consider the idea of creating a 
multilateral force a good one." 
That is just the opposite to what Mr. Timberlake told us today a few minutes ago. 

Three other members of NATO are not taking part in the negotiations for 
the creation of the multilateral forces Iceland^ Luxembourg and Portugal. 
Thus seven out of the fifteen members of NATO do not wish at all to have 
anything to do with the multilateral force. There remain eight Statess 
the United States of America^ the United Kingdom^, the Federal Republic of 
Germany 5 Italy^ Belgium; the Netherlands ^ Greece and Turkey. Those are the 
countries participating in the negotiations for the creation of a NATO 
multilateral nuclear force. Now let us see what are the positions taken 
by those States in regard .to the creation of the NaTO multilateral force. 

Let us begin with Belgium. It is participating in the negotiations ^but 
with very great reservations. It is characteristic that Belgium has not 
provided a contingent to form part of the crew of the first experimental ship 
in the NATO multilateral force, the missile-bearing destroyer "Biddle". 

Then there is the United Kingdom. Although it is taking part in the 
negotiations^ it has not yet decided whether it will join the multilateral 
nuclear force. Quite recently ^ on 16 July^ the Minister of State for Foreign 
Affairs of the United Kingdom^ Mr. Thomas ^ who is present at our meeting^ stated 
in the foreign affairs debate in the House of Commons s 

"We have agreed to take, part in an objective examination of the 
American proposal for a mixed-manned nuclear force"' — that is^ the 
multilateral nuclear force — "without commitment as to our eventual 
participation in such a force. That is still our position, and 
there is no mystery about it." (Ofixcial Repo.rt^Vol.. 696, No. 1 22^001 . 1236) 
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Mr* Thomas confirmed that in his sta cement today, emphasizing that the United 
Kingdom has at present no commitment in regard to the multilateral force. Let us 
note in this connexion that from the point of view of the maintenance and 
consolidation of world peace it would be a good thing if the United Kingdom 
Government kept to its present position in regard to the NATO multilateral nuclear 
forces 

Unfortunately, the statiBment made by Mr. Thomas today in favour of the NATO 
multilateral nuclear force does not forebode any good. In his statement today 
Mr, Thomas did not take the path of developing the points of common interest to us 
all, as, for instance, the interest of the United Kingdom Government in the non- 
dissemination of nuclear weapons, of which he assured us today. He did the 
opposite. In defending the NaTO multilateral nuclear force, he preferred to take 
the path which increases the differences between us. 

Nevertheless, it is well known that very influential political circles and 
the greater part of British public opinion are altogether against the United 
Kingdom *s participation in the multilateral nuclear force. According to 
information which appeared in The Times of London one may conclude that the United 
Kingdom Ministry of Defence is also against the creation of the NATO multilateral 
nuclear force. We apologize, of course, to the United Kingdom delegation for 
seeming to touch upon the internal affairs of their country by speaking about this, 
and we certainly should never have done so had it not been a matter of such an 
important problem in present-day international relations as the prevention of the 
further spread of nuclear weapons. 

I now come to Italy, IVIr. Gavalletti. Italy is taking part in the negotiations 
and has a small contingent in the crew of the destroyer ^^Biddle". But I think -- 
and the representative of Italy, Mr. Gavalletti, will probably agree with me — ' that 
it would be premature to say that Italy ^s position in regard to participation in 
the NATO multilateral nuclear force is a firm one. It is rather the opposite, 
especially if one takes into account the present trends in' the political life of 
Italy. 

As for the position of the Netherlands, the Minister of Foreign Affairs, 
I/Ir, Luns, said on 17 July that his Government had no very great enthusiasm for the 
multilateral force. He added that it was still unknown whether the Netherlands 
Government would finally decide to join it or not. 
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As regards Greece and Turkey, they have been tailing part in the negotiations 
for the creation of a multilateral nuclear force from the very beginning* But 
they too are, apparently, not showing any particular activity and, frank.ly speaking, 
have little time to spare for the H"ATO multilateral nuclear force, because they do 
not need it» 

ITow let us s^e which countries remain the real enthusiasts for creation cf the 
NATO multilateral nuclear force. There remain only the United States of America — 
and even then it is said to be not the Pentagon but the State department — and 
the Federal Republic of Germany* And here we come to the very heart of the xTiatter* 
The heart of the matter is that, out of all the allies of the United States in NATO, 
the only one that shows real interest in and real enthusiasm for the creation of 
the NATO multilateral nuclear force is the Federal Republic of Germany and no one 
else* That, in fact, is the country for which the multilateral nuclear force is 
being created. That is the country which needs it. The real enthusias !•.;] i''-:::^ 
the creation of this force are the West German revenge-seekers and no one else a 
It is precisely in order to satisfy their craving for nuclear weapons that this 
force has been devised. 

The United States representative, Mr. Timberlake, has said today - — as he has 
done before — that the Soviet Union's fears in regard to the NATO multilateral 
nuclear force are lonfounded and unjustified. If we analyse the argnamentation 
used by the representatives of the U" ited States and other Western countries on 
the question of the NATO multilateral nuclear force in trying to" prove that the 
creation of this force is compatible with a positive solution to the problem of the 
non-dissemination of nuclear weapons, it is easy to see that th^^y put forward, two 
ma,in theses. 

Here is the first thesis. The representatives of the Western Powers members 
of NATO allege that within the framework of the NATO multilateral nuclear force 
Western Germany and other non-nuclear participants in this force would not obtain 
access to nuclear weapons. They would have the possibility, so to speak — using 
the metaphorical langu.age of the propagandists of the Western Powers — of merely 
putting their fingers on the safety catch but not on the trigger of nuclear weapons* 
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Now for the second thesis. The representatives of the United States and other 
Western countries try to persuade us that the inclusion of Western Germany in the 
NiiTO multilateral nuclear force is the "last concession" to Western -Germany and that 
in the future there will be no more concessions in the direction of granting Western 
Germany more direct access to- nuclear weapons. 

As regards the first of the two theses, the so-called safety-catch and the 
trigger; in the statement of our delegation at the meeting on 2 July, as well as in 
the statements of other delegations, numerous irrefutable facts were cited which show 
the specious, spurious nature of the argument (ENDG/PV.19$. In reality, within the 
framework of the N/ffO multilateral force it is, of course, not only to the safety- 
catch of this force that the West German revenge-seekers are being given access. It 
would be incredibly naive to suppose that it was for the sake of putting its finger 
on the safety-catch of the NATO nuclear force that the Government of the' Federal 
Republic of Germany declared its readiness to defray 40 per cent of the total 
expenditure involved in the organization and m.aintenanGe of the NATO international 

force. 

If nothing more were concerned than giving Western Germany the right to put its 
finger on the safety-catch, for this purpose there would be no need at all to create 
the N/JO multilateral mxol-^i^r force", for this purpose a meeting at lilSO Headquarters 
would be sufficient, and for this purpose there is, of course, no need to train West 
German militar-y specialists in handling nuclear weapons in this NATO multilateral 
force. West German specialists attached to units of the multilateral nuclear force 
will have access to nuclear weapons and will be trained in the technique of using 
them and not, as some are trying to persuade us here, in how not to use them. 

It is clear that it is not a question of giving the West German Bun^eswehr the 
right to veto the use of nuclear weapons. For this pur-pose, I repeat, there would 
have been no need for the Government of the Federal Republic of Germany to agree to 
defray 40 per cent of the total expenditure involved in the creation and maintenance 
of the NATO multilateral nuclear force; nor would it have needed to be so anxious to 
send its contirsonts in order to include West German military personnel in this NATO 
multilateral force. Obviously it is a question of giving Western Germany access to 
nuclear weapons, and nothing else. 
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Not one of the facts vhich we have cited has been refuted or even shaken in the 
statements made today by the representatives of the Western Powers o These facts 
cannot be shaken^ because they correspond to the actual reality^ no matter how certain 
delegations may strive to. conceal it. 

Today we deem it necessary to dwell in rather more detail on the second of the 
aforesaid theses of the representatives of the Western Powers.^ the assertion that 
the inclusion of Western Germany in the NATO multilateral nuclear force is the last^ 
the very last, concession to West German militarism and revenge-seeking and that 
this will be the end of the whole affair » We wish to state straight out and 
emphatically^ here in the Committee, that this thesis is just as artificial and false 
as the allegation that the participation of West German revenge-seekers in the NATO 
multilateral nuclear force does not give Western Germany access to nuclear weapons o 

Allow me^ first of all^ to say that we have already heard more than once this 
refrain about the ^^last concession" o Ten years ago, when the Paris military 
agreements were being concluded which admitted Western Germany to the North Atlantic 
Alliance and defined the way in which Western Germany was to be re-^militarized, at 
all international gatherings and from every international platform we heard only 
soothing statements by representatives of the United States, the United Kingdom, 
France and other members of NATO, as well as by representatives of Western Germany 
itself, to the effect that this really was the "last concession" o The Governments 
of the Western Powers at that time tried to persuade the whole world that it was 
merely a question of a strictly limited rearmament of Western Germany. The 
restrictive clauses of the Paris agreements were represented at that time as something 
unshakeable, eternal, as providing a reliable safeguard against the possibility of a - 
rebirth of aggressive militarism in Western Germany. 

The Soviet Government, like the governments of many other States, pointed out 
at the time that the Paris agreements actually opened to some extent the door to the 
rearmament of Western Germany <> And the Soviet Union has been proved one hundred per 
cent righto Only ten years have passed, but look at what is left of all those 
restrictive clauses of the Paris agreements o All, or almost all, of the restrictions 
laid down in the Paris agreements have long since lost their force and have long been 
abrogated 5 and this has been done by those very same Western Powers at the demand of 
the West German revenge-seekers o 
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I vill cite facts in confirmation of this. Under the Paris agreements Western 
Germany "was prohibited from manufacturing ballistic missiles and guided missiles o 
This prohibition x^as publicized in every possible vay by the Governments of the 
Western Po\^/erS; which tried to make it appear that the Federal Republic of Germany 
\^ould never be able to create its ovjn missile forces • Yet in April 1958 the first 
step \ias taken in this direction o The Council of Western European Uliion permitted 
Western Germany to manufacture anti«tank missiles. These were short-range missiles ^^ 
but in October 1959 the Council of the Western European Union -went even further and 
permitted Western Germany to manufacture ^^ground-to««air" and "air=»to-air" missiles o 

Since then the designing and manufacture of combat missiles in Western Germany 
has been developed at full speeds It is vjell knovjn that the Federal Republic of 
Germany now has a -widely-developed missile industry. Only a year ago the West German 
f*l3?m ^^ Waff en Luftrustung AG" tested a multi-^stage ballistic missile o This firm 
declared after these tests that it was prepared to carry out orders for the manufacture 
of any system of tactical missiles o But who does not know that;, if any particular 
State- is capable of manufacturing multi-stage tactical missiles with a range of 
hundreds of kilometres^ it will no longer have any great difficulty in organizing 
the manufacture of strategic missiles on that same production basis? That is the 
first fact. 

Here is the second facto The Paris agreements prohibited Western Germany from 
manufacturing certain classes of warships^ including destroyers with a displacement 
of over 3^000 tons and submarines with a displacement of over 350 tonso This 
restriction was represented as an obstacle to the resurrection of a powerful., 
aggressive German fleets which was one of the main instruments of the German 
aggressors in both world wars. But already in May 1961 the Council of the Western 
European Union permitted V/estern Germany to build eight destroyers^ each of them with 
a displacement of up to 6^000 tonSo In October 1962 the Council of the Western 
European Union took a decision which gave Western Germany the right to build 
submarines with a displacement of up to 450 tons^ and in October 1963 another 
decision which sanctioned the construction in Western Germany of six submarines with 
a displacement of up to 1^000 tonSo The purpose of the abrogation of the restrictions 
on the construction of destroyers and submarines of high tonnage ™ and no secret has 
been made of this by the leading circles of NATO and Western Germany ™ was to give 
Western Germany the opportunity to create a surface and submarine fleet equipped with 
missiles 
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Here is the third fact. Under the Paris agreements Western Germany \^as allovied 
to create armed for.ces comprising tvjelve divisions o At present these tvJelve divisions . 
have been created^ bat their composition<, to the surprise of some naive people l^lho 
expected that they vjoold be a comparatively small^ compact armed f orce^ is now already 
close on half a million officers and other ranks <, The West German Bundesi^;ehr is at 
the present time the largest ar-my in Western Europe and is also the best equippedo 
The Bundeswehr is equipped with Pershing^ Sergeant and Honest John missiles^ Matador 
and Mice guided missiles^ as well as a whole series of other very up-to^-date weapon 
systems. The BuBde^wehr now has its military depots^ training camps and testing 
grounds not only in the territory of Ifestern Germany but also in the United Kingdom^ 
France^ Italy^ the Netherlands<; Belgium and a number of other countries members of 
NATOo 

But it is not only a question of the BM.4§swehr* In addition to the Bundeswehr^ 
in Western Germany there is going on at full speed the recruiting of troups for so-^ 
called "territorial defence" p the total numbers of whichp apparently^ wi.ll also 
amount to hundreds of thousands of men<, 

. What^ then^ is happening? What is happening is that within the framework of 
NATO Western Germany is developing in peaces-time a multilateral armed force such as 
Hitlerite- Germany did. not develop until after the beginning of the Second World War^ 
The armaments of the present'-day Bundeswehr have been completely modernized. All 
this<, of course^ costs money^ but the West German revenge-^seekers have it^ and even 
more of it than a quarter of a century agOo At the present time the military budget 
of V/estern Germany already exceeds the military budget of Hitlerite Germany. 

What^ then^ is left of the so widely publicized Paris agreements? The restrictive 
clauses have been abrogated one after another and have sunk into oblivion. Western 
Germany has secured the possibility to create again an aggressive and powerful military 
force. It is true that the prohibition^ laid down in the Paris agreements^ of the 
manufacture by Western Germany of its own nuclear weapons still remains in force. But 
it is now intended to circumvent even this prohibition — the last prohibition<> so to 
speak — by creating the NAI'O multilateral nuclear force and giving the West German 
Bundeswehr access to nuclear weapons through its participation in this force. 
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Do not take us for naive people 5 do not try to persuade us that the multilateral 
nuclear -force is the last concessione Yes, it really is the last concession, because 
there is in fact nothing more to concede, because through the NifflO multilateral force 
Western Germany is obtaining access to nuclear weapons <> Thus begins the liberation 
of Western Germany from the last restrictionc At one of the previous m.eetings of the 
Committee we quoted a dispatch from Reuter^s agency that within less than five years 
the West German Government will be able, to have its own nuclear weapons. That short 
period mentioned by the West German Minister is an extremely eloquent admission that 
in this regard Western Germany no longer has nothing to go on but obviously has 
already a far-advanced scientific, technical, military and industrial basis for 
creating its own nuclear weapons o 

It cannot be ^oubted that the creation of the NiffO multilateral nuclear force Is 
the ominous beginning of a course airxed at starting a new round in the nuclear arms 
race on a so-called multilateral basis. But this. in its turn, Mr. Thomas and 
Mr. Timberlake, will give a stimulating jolt to the intensification of the race for 
national nuclear armaments as well. This dangerous process must be stopped. In 
order to do so, we must set about solving the question of the non-dissemination of 
nuclear weapons, the real non-^dis semination of nuclear weapons without delay and in 
real earnest, and work out an agreement which would close all channels, direct and 
indirect, to the dissemination of nuclear weapons, whether it be through national or 
through multilateral possession and control of these weapons of mass destruction. 
That is what must be done; that is what we must set about. 

As I expected, I have now, in my capacity as Chairman, to call on the United 
Kingdom representative, who wishes to exercise his ri^ht. of reply. 

Mr. THGiyi/kS (United Kingdom) s The time is now twenty-five minutes past one, 
and I know that members of the Committee would like to adjourn. Therefore, I do not 
intend to speak for more than about one-and-a-half minutes. However, I could not 
let this opportunity pass without saying, Mr. Chairman, that the only comfort I gained 



( Mr o Thomas, United Kin/^dom) 
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from the speech you have just delivered on behalf of the Soviet Union was that you 
said you i^ould study the speeches which were made by my colleagues of the V^est and 
myself I hope that when you have studied those speeches you will appreciate not 
only that some of the preliminary remarks you made were a very sad misinterpretation 
of what we said^ but also that you yourself have adopted an attitude which is 
inflexible and one which^ 1 say with respect ^ is a backward step from the attitude 
apparently taken by Mr a Zorin when he was here* 

Permit me to say that I regret that you seized the opportunity to make an 
intemperate attack on the Federal Republic of Germanyo I am sorry you did not in 
fact appreciate that in my speech I made a positive reply to a question which was 
put by Mro Zorin* I would ask you^ when you consider what has been said this mornings 
to look again at what Mrc Zorin said on 2 Julyo I should like to quote the 
translation^ He said? 

"We said that it was necessary to conclude such an agreement on the 
non-^dis semination of nuclear weapons as would preclude any possibility 
for ^he±£/ dissemination<> and would close every loophole of access to 
these weapons to those who do not now possess them but are striving at 
all costs to gain direct or at least indirect access to them^ either 
by establishing their own national control over nuclear weapons or by 
participating within the framework of military alliances in the 
possession^ disposition and control of them* 

"If you believe that a multilateral nuclear force is not contrary 
to the basic provisions of such an agreement^ let us conclude such an 
agreement straight away^ even in spite of the fact that you are thinking 
of doing something or other over there. Let us conclude an agreement on 
this basis. We still have not had a reply to the questionf> are the 
Western Powers prepared to negotiate on this basis?" (MDC/PVol9$9 P>40) 
I must say that;, having received a positive reply to l-lro Zorin^s question from 
me and other Western representatives this mornings you seem prepared to throw that 
reply out of the window j, and in the course of your speech you did not even mention 
the possibility of negotiations. I hope that you will consider what has been said 
and that in futur-e discussions on this subject there will be a more flexible attitude 
demonstrated by the Soviet Government; otherwise^ I say with great respect, your 
responsibility in this matter will be a very heavy one. 
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I should like to reply to yoU; ^ir. Thomas, in the same veiny and as! you to study 
carefully what we have said today and what we have said at previous meetings concerning 
the incompatibility of the creation of the multilateral nuclear force with the non- 
dissemination of nuclear weapons* 

If we talk about the non-dissemination of nuclear weapons^ let iis approach the 
subject conscientiously that is^ so that there shall be no dissemination either in a 
direct or an indirect form, VJ'hat you have told us today is your old position, according 
to which you consider that you will go on with the creation of the multilateral nuclear 
force, and at the same time you say that we must reach agreement on the non-dissemination 
of nuclear weapons. These two things are incompatible • I do not think that anyone 
has any doubt about this except you and your colleagues who have spoken on this subject 
here, 

Mr,, PAVALLgTTI (Italy) ( translation from French ); Mr, Chairman, in your 
capacity as Soviet representative you spoke again today about non-dissemination and the 
multilateral nuclear force, without — as the United Kingdom repr.esentative has just 
observed — replying to the positive and specific questions which were put to you* You 
still, see & contradiction between a non-dissemination agreement and the multilateral 
nuclear force. But this time you extended the scope of your examination? you eV^en gave 
a detailed review of the political situation which you believe to 3xist iti each NATO 
country, including Italy, in regard to the creation of the multilateral nuclear force. 

First of all, I should like to point out that one of the advantages, and also one 
of the drawbacks, of free governments is that all may without fear of espionage follow 
the efforts made for their security and defence* Everyone can follow the way in which 
the popular will is freely affirmed and established in open public debate. Everyone 
cajn learn how governments observe and carry out the popular will. To be sure, that 
can be interpreted in all manner of ways. The interpretation you have just given of 
the Italian people^ s wishes in the matter of participation in the multilateral nuclear 
force is entirely your own personal affair. 

The true position of the Italian Government, whose mouthpiece and representative 
I am^ was set forth by me on 2 July and is to be found in the verbatim record of that 
meeting. That position is very clear and is open to all, Mr, Tsaxapkin^s 
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interpretation of the Italian position leads me to remind you of what I said at the above 

meetings 

"For its part^ Italy states yet again its firm intention of reaching as. soon as 
possible a non-dissemination agreement in accordance with the terras of the Irish 
resolution (A/RES/1665 (XYI)) . 

".., the multilateral force currently being- studied will have to be in 
accordance with the Irish resolution, Italy voted for the latter with the 
sincere and firm intention of abiding by it. We should like this resolution 
to be transformed into a firm and formal undertaking as soon as possible." 
( ENDC/PVa95. page 43 ) . 

That is the Italian position. 

Whether the Soviet delegation likes it or not, it will be for the Italian people to 

decide freely at the proper time, whether they want to join the multilateral nuclear 

force — or indeed to select the most appropriate method of safeguarding their security 

and guaranteeing peace. But I wish to repeat here and now that we are ready to negotiate 

and conclude here an agreement on non-dissemination. 

The CHAIRIViAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) ( translation from Russian) :. 
In my capacity as representative of the Soviet Iftiion I should like to inform the Committee 
that, in accordance with the programme of work announced on 16 July (ENDC/PV.199^ pp.37, 38> 
the delegation of the Soviet Union suggests that the topic for discussion by the Committee 
at the meeting on 30 July be the reduction of military budgets. In this connexion we 
should like to express the opinion that, in view of the extreme urgency and importance of 
the question of the non-dissemination of nuclear weapons, it would, be useful to continue 
the discussion of this tof)ic also at the meeting of the Committee on 30 July. The 
Committee^ s procedure allows this to be done, since it gives every delegation the right 
to raise and discuss any topic at any meeting of the Committee. As for the Soviiet 
delegation, it intends, at the meeting of 30 July, to avail itself of the opportunity to 
reply in greater detail to the statements made today by representatives of the Western 
Powers on the question of the non-dissemination of nuclear weapons. 
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'The Conference decided to issue the folio vring commimique t 

"The Conference of the Eighte en-Nation Committee on Disarmament today 

held its 201st plenary meeting in xhe Palais des Nations^ Geneva, under 

the chairmanship of H..E, Ambassador S.K, Tsarapkin, representative 

of the Soviet Union/ 

"Statements were made by the representatives of Bulgaria^ Mexico, 

the United Kingdom, Canada^ the Uhite4 States, the Soviet Union and Italy, 
"The next meeting of the Conference will be held on Tuesday, 28 July 

1964, at 10.30 a.m." 



The meeting rose at 1^40 p.m . 



